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Commission Decisions

09-30-87      NACCO Mining Company

09-30-87      White County Coal Corporation

09-30-87      Emerald Mines Corporation

09-30-87       Greenwich Collieries

09-30-87      Quinland Coals, Inc.

09-30-87      Odell Haggard v. Chaney Creek Coal Corp.

*12-19-86       Garry Goff v. Youghiogheny & Ohio Coal Co

Administrative Law Judge Decisions

09-08-87  Sec. Labor for George Jones v. Dee Gold

Mining Company
09-08-87  Neil Sprague

09-10-87  Paula L. Price v, Monterey Coal Co.
09-15-87  Arnold Sharp v. Big Elk Creek Coal Co.
09-18-87  Local 1810, UMWA v. NACCO Mining Company
09-18-87  Consolidation Coal Company
09-21-87  Freeman United Coal Mining Co.
09-22-87  Utah Power and Light Company
09-23-87  Sec. Labor for James C. Gray, Jr. v.

Chaney Creek Coal Corp. etc,
09-25-87  Timber Lakes Corporation
09-25-87  Sec. Labor for Bryant M. Hatfield, Jr. v

Smith Brothers Construction, Inc.
09-28-87  Westmoreland Coal Company
09-29-87  Richard W. Peters, Sr. v. Buckeye

Industrial Mining Co., Inc.
09-29-87  Jim Walter Resources, Inc.
09-29-87  Jim Walter Resources, Inc.

HOPE 78-236
LAKE 87-37-D

SE  87-91
SE  87-95

*It was discovered that the decision, Garry Goff v. Youghiogheny and Ohio,
LAKE 84-86-D was not published in its entirety in the December, 1986 volume.
We are reprinting it at this time, but cites should refer to the December
publication.ement.}\par \pard \plain \cbpat8\ql\li22\fi734\ri0\sb223\sa0\sl-238\slmult0 \f17\fs20{\b0\i0\cf1\charscalex79\expndtw9\f1\cchs0\lang1033\fs28 Order No. 2810449 was issued for a violation of 30 C.F.R.\line \expndtw7\loch\af0\hich\af0\dbch\f1\cchs0 \'a7\hich\af0\dbch\af1\loch\f0\cchs0  75.200 because the approved roof control \expndtw49 plan\expndtw7  was not being\line \expndtw1 complied \expndtw34 with.\expndtw1   The roof control \expndtw40 plan\expndtw1  requires that when \expndtw38 fully\line \expndtw-4 grouted \expndtw35 resin\expndtw-4  rods are used, that they \expndtw29 shall\expndtw-4  be \expndtw31 installed\expndtw-4  \expndtw34 within\line \expndtw7 8 hours after the coal is mined or loaded, or the area \expndtw45 shall\expndtw7  be\line \expndtw0 supported \expndtw42 with\expndtw0  temporary supports.  In \expndtw37 this\expndtw0  \expndtw31 instance,\expndtw0  the cutting\line \expndtw7 of the faces was concluded on the day \expndtw37 shift\expndtw7  at approximately 3:00\line \expndtw-1 p.m.  The roof \expndtw40 bolting\expndtw-1  machine then became \expndtw39 disabled\expndtw-1  on the\line \expndtw9 evening shift and prevented the commencement of bolting\line \expndtw6 operations.  The order was \expndtw45 issued\expndtw6  at approximately 1:00 a.m. on\line \expndtw-3 the \expndtw38 night\expndtw-3  \expndtw25 shift.\expndtw-3   Once the roof \expndtw38 bolting\expndtw-3  machine was repaired, \expndtw31 the\line \expndtw10 operator bolted the No. 2 entry with resin pins and temporarily\line \expndtw1 supported the No. 2 entry.  \expndtw32 This\expndtw1  penalty was \expndtw42 originally\expndtw1  assessed\line \expndtw9 at $1,100 and the proposed settlement is for $550.  The parties\line \expndtw5 represent that a reduction from the \expndtw39 original\expndtw5  amount is warranted\line \expndtw1 because gravity is \expndtw22 less\expndtw1  than \expndtw46 originally\expndtw1  assessed in that the roof\line \expndtw5 remained \expndtw39 intact,\expndtw5  even after ten hours of cutting, which permitted\line \expndtw-3 the proper \expndtw37 installation\expndtw-3  of the resin \expndtw25 bolts.\expndtw-3   I accept \expndtw26 the\expndtw-3  fore-\line \expndtw45 going\expndtw0  \expndtw6 representations and approve the recommended settlement.}\par \pard \plain \cbpat8\ql\li22\fi756\ri0\sb223\sa0\sl-238\slmult0 \f17\fs20{\b0\i0\cf1\charscalex79\expndtw2\f1\cchs0\lang1033\fs28 Order No. 2810626 was issued for a \expndtw44 violation\expndtw2  of 30 C.F.R.\line \expndtw6\loch\af0\hich\af0\dbch\f1\cchs0 \'a7\hich\af0\dbch\af1\loch\f0\cchs0  75.303 because the operator \expndtw46 failed\expndtw6  to comply with pre-shift and\line \expndtw10 on-shift inspection requirements.  The operator has agreed to pay\line \expndtw-3 the \expndtw39 originally\expndtw-3  assessed amount of $1,000.  I approve \expndtw30 this\expndtw-3  \expndtw29 settle-\line \expndtw10 ment and hereby DISMISS the corresponding Notice of Contest to\line \expndtw41 this\expndtw0  \expndtw6 order, Docket No. SE 87-56-R,}\par \pard \plain \cbpat8\ql\li36\fi720\ri0\sb252\sa0\sl-230\slmult0 \f17\fs20{\b0\i0\cf1\charscalex79\expndtw7\f1\cchs0\lang1033\fs28 Accordingly, the \expndtw36 joint\expndtw7  motion to approve settlement is\line \expndtw5 APPROVED and the operator is ORDERED TO PAY $1,900 \expndtw50 within\expndtw5  30 days\line \expndtw-6 from the date of \expndtw32 this\expndtw-6  \expndtw30 decision.}\par \pard \plain \li2830\ri2016\sb173\sa0{\pict\wmetafile8\picw8051\pich1701\picwgoal4564\pichgoal964
